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Sir: 



This is in response to the March 30, 2005 office action. In the action, the application 
is restricted to Group I, including claims 8-12, Group II, including claims 1-5, and Group III, 
including claims 6-7. In response, Applicants provisionally elect the Group II claims, 
including claims 1-5, with traverse. 

The office action suggests that the Group I claims have separate utility from the 
Group II claims since the Group I claims relate to an image forming system and an apparatus 
for controlling paper pickup in an image forming system, while Group II, including claims 1- 
5, are drawn to a method for controlling paper pickup in an image forming system. The 
Examiner suggests that the Group I product claims are distinct from the Group II process 
claims because the process can allegedly be practiced with a materially different apparatus. 
Applicants understand the Examiner's argument to mean that the process of Group II could 
be performed by an apparatus not having a sensor to detect paper pickup, as recited in Group 
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I. However, in order to re-attempt paper pickup, an apparatus needs some means of 
determining whether paper pickup has been successfully performed. The Examiner has not 
suggested how an apparatus not having a paper feeding sensor would perform the process 
recited in the Group II claims. Thus, Applicants disagree that the Examiner has provided an 
example of a materially different apparatus for performing the process recited in the Group II 
claims. 

The Examiner also argues that Group I is distinct from Group III because they are 
related as subcombinations usable together as a single combination. The Examiner suggests 
that Group III, drawn to a computer readable medium of instructions for controlling paper 
pickup in an image forming system, has separate utility such as storing any type of useful 
information (such as a spreadsheet) on a computer readable medium. Group I and Group III 
are related as process and computer readable medium of instructions for controlling an 
apparatus to perform the process. While the Group III claims are not specifically written to 
avoid reading on a memory device which also stores some other useful information, such as a 
spreadsheet, this is of course true of any computer readable medium. The Examiner has not 
suggested separate utility for the claimed sets of instructions. For this reason, Group I and 
Group III are not patentably distinct inventions and the restriction requirement should be 
withdrawn. 
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In view of the above, Applicants submit that the restriction is improper and should be 
withdrawn. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Roylance, Abrams, Berdo & Goodman, L.L.P. 
1300 19 th Street, N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, D.C 20036 
(202) 659-9076 

Dated: My L Z&Sj 
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